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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 
Hicks & Company archaeologists, working on behalf of HowCo, Incorporated, and Haskell 
County (the County), recently conducted an intensive archaeological survey for the County’s 
proposed Paint Creek Water Improvements Project, located east of downtown Haskell in Haskell 
County, Texas. According to current design plans, the proposed project consists of the 
installation of a new water well and approximately 3,670 meters (m) of new, 15 centimeter-
diameter, waterline within a 10 meter-wide corridor (Appendix A: Design Plans). Depth of 
impacts for the waterline installation is expected to be no more than 1.25 meters below ground 
surface.   
The project will be funded through a Texas Community Block Grant Program, as managed by 
the Texas Department of Agriculture, a political entity of the state of Texas, and is therefore 
subject to the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT). This project was initially reviewed by the Texas 
Historical Commission (THC) in 2015.  Following this review, the THC recommended that 
archeological survey was warranted for the waterline segment located along Callaway Road 
between State Highway (SH) 380 and East Road, a distance of approximately 1,540 m (Figure 
1).  According to the THC, this segment had never been surveyed and, being adjacent to Buffalo 
Creek, is located within an area of high probability for cultural resources (letter Wolfe to Howard 
May 6, 2015: See Appendix B: Regulatory Correspondence).    
Totaling approximately 16 field hours, archeological investigations were conducted on June 22 
and 23, 2015, and consisted of pedestrian survey of the Callaway Road segment, supplemented 
with 13 shovel tests, all of which were negative for cultural materials.  In addition to these shovel 
tests, one backhoe trench was excavated just south of Buffalo Creek. No artifactual materials 
greater than 50 years in age, features, or archeological sites were encountered during this 
investigation. Based on the results of the current survey, it is recommended that no archeological 
historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(1)) or State Antiquities Landmarks (SALs) (13 TAC 26.12) 
will be affected by the proposed project and no further archeological investigations are 
recommended prior to construction.   
Josh Haefner, as Principal Investigator, and Gregg Cestaro, as Project Archeologist, conducted 
the investigations and authored the report.  As Geographic Information System (GIS) specialist, 
Jerod McCleland produced all maps and graphics. In addition to this Project Description and 
Management Summary, this report includes sections on Environmental Setting, Methodology, 
Results of the Field Investigations, and Conclusions and Recommendations. Also included, as 
appendices, are design plans illustrating the various design segments (Appendix A), regulatory 
correspondence (Appendix B), and shovel test and backhoe trench locations (Appendix C). All 
project-generated notes, forms, and photographs will be curated at the Center for Archeological 
Studies (CAS) in San Marcos, Texas. This report is offered in partial fulfillment of Texas 
Antiquities Permit #7302. 
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 Environmental Setting 





According to the Bureau of Economic Geology, the proposed project area is located in the North 
Central Plains region of Texas (Wermund 2015). This area is a heavily eroded surface of the 
Upper Paleozoic and is characterized by meandering rivers that have eroded softer shales and 
sandstones, creating gently rolling hills and plains.  In areas of sandstone and limestone, erosion 
has created steep slopes and severely dissected riverine edges. The North Central Plains rise in 
elevation from 900 feet to 3000 feet above sea level. Flora for the area transitions from mesquite 
and lotebush in the west to oak, ash and juniper stands in the east. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
According to the Geologic Atlas of Texas, Wichita Falls-Lawton Sheet, the underlying geology 
of the proposed project area consists entirely of the Clear Fork Group (Barnes 1987).  This 
formation is dominantly mudstone, commonly silty, brownish-red in color with calcareous 
nodules present in its lower parts. Dating to the Cretaceous, which long predates human arrival 
in the Americas, cultural deposits in such areas can be expected to be contained within overlying 
soils/sediment or on the surface itself.  
Four soil series have been mapped as underlying the proposed project area:  Vernon clay loam; 
Miles fine sandy loam; Wheatwood silty clay loam; and Tillman clay loam (USDA NRCS 
2015b).  Vernon clay loam is described as moderately deep soils that are found on gently sloping 
to steep plains and escarpments (USDA NRCS 2015a).  These soils are derived from residuum 
weathered from bedrock or dense clays of Permian age.  The Miles series is noted to consist of 
very deep, well drained soils formed in loamy materials dating from the Pleistocene to the 
Permian.  These soils are most often located on nearly level to moderately sloping terrace 
pediments or dissected plains. Consisting of very deep, well drained soils formed from 
calcareous loamy alluvium, the Wheatwood Series is typically located on nearly level to gently 
sloping flood plains of rivers and wide creeks.  The Tillman series is composed of very deep, 
well drained soils formed in loamy and clayey alluvium parented from Permian age redbed clays 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
During initial consultation between the THC and Haskell County it was noted that the “proposed 
project area has never been formally surveyed” and that the proposed location “is situated in a 
topographic location with moderate to high potential for the presence of previously unrecorded 
cultural resources” which warranted survey before initiation of construction (See Appendix B: 
letter from Wolf to Howard, May 6, 2015).  In preparation for survey, Hicks & Company staff 
conducted background research utilizing the THC’s Archeological Sites Atlas (the Atlas) online 
database in order to identify previous cultural resources survey efforts and determine locations of 




According to the Atlas (2015b), no survey-level investigations or previously recorded sites have 
been previously conducted within one kilometer of the proposed project area.  Located 
approximately 14,000 meters east of the project location, the nearest recorded site is 41HK25.  
Site 41HK25 is described as a moderate to heavy lithic scatter, deposited on the surface across an 
area approximately 3,000 square meters in size.  The nearest cemetery to the project area is 




During the field investigations, Hicks & Company archeologists traversed the entirety of the 
survey area in a single transect.  A total of 13 shovel tests were excavated during the survey.  In 
addition, a single backhoe trench was excavated just south of Buffalo Creek. Excavation 
intervals conformed to the minimum standards outlined by the THC and the Council of Texas 
Archeologists’ practices and procedures (13 TAC 26.5 and 26.20) (THC 2015a), generally 
conforming to one excavation per 100 m, with spacing widened slightly in areas of greater than 
30 percent ground surface visibility.  Subsurface test locations were recorded using GPS 
technology with sub-meter accuracy.  Shovel tests were excavated to impenetrable clays or 
bedrock and sediment from all shovel tests was screened through ¼-inch hardware cloth. The 
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RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 
 
On June 22 and 23, 2015, Hicks & Company archaeologists performed an intensive linear 
survey, supplemented by shovel testing and backhoe trenching for the segment of Haskell 
County’s Paint Creek Water Improvements project located along the western extent of Callaway 
Road, a distance of approximately 1540 m. Impacts along this segment consist of the installation 
of new waterline to be located between the existing road limits and current property lines (see 
Appendix A: Design Plans). During survey, it was noted that much of the proposed waterline 
will be placed within an existing drainage ditch that runs parallel to Callaway Road, with an 
approximate average depth of 50 cmbs (Figure 3).   
Field investigations initiated at the intersection of SH 380 and Callaway Road and proceeded 
south to the intersection of Callaway Road and East Road.   During survey, variable levels of 
disturbance were noted, including the construction of the above-mentioned drainage ditch and, 
recently from plowing and harvesting of adjacent agricultural fields (Figures 4 and 5).   In total, 
13 shovel tests (STJH1-STJH6, and STGC1-STGC7) were excavated within the proposed 
waterline corridor  (Table 1).  These excavations noted very silty clay and sandy loams ranging 
from dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4) to red (2.5YR 4/6) in color, with inclusions of gravel and 
rounded and angular igneous and sedimentary cobbles that decreased in density from the upper 
stratum to the lower stratum. These shovel tests terminated at depths between 10-63 centimeters 
below surface (cmbs) within thick clay loams, or within water inundation, a result of recent 
torrential rains. None of these shovel tests were positive for cultural materials and no sites or 
cultural features were noted within or immediately adjacent to the project area. 
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         Figure 3:  Overview of project area with drainage ditch at center, facing  
         north from STJH1.  
 
 
       Figure 4: Overview facing south along Callaway Road from SH 380.  
 
 Results of Field Investigations 
Archeological Survey Report – Haskell County, Paint Creek Water Improvements – August 2015 13 
 
        Figure 5: Overview facing north along Callaway Road from East Road.  
 
Table 1: Shovel Test Data.  






Description Inclusions  Notes 
STJH1 1 0-50 N 10YR 3/4 Silty Clay Loam Rootlets Moist. Terminated at water table. 
STJH2 1 0-20 N 10YR 3/4 Silty Clay Loam Rootlets  
 2 20-60+ N 7.5YR4/6 Clay Loam  Terminated within thick clay loam. 
STJH3 1 0-10 N 10YR 4/6 Silty Clay Loam Rootlets  
 2 10-28 N 2.5YR 4/6 Clay Loam   
 3 28-63 N 7.5YR 5/1 Clay Loam Grit and gravel Terminated within thick clay loam. 
STJH4 1 0-10 N 10YR 4/6 Silty Clay Loam Rootlets  
 2 10-28 N 2.5YR 4/6 Clay Loam   
 3 28-70 N 7.5YR 5/1 Clay Loam Grit and gravel Terminated within thick clay loam. 
STJH5 1 0-20 N 7.5YR 3/5 Clay Loam Rootlets  
 2 20-45 N 10YR 4/3 Clay  Terminated within thick clay loam. 
STJH6 1 0-10 N 10YR 4/3 Silty Clay Loam Rootlets Disturbed- road gravel below top-sediment. 
STGC1 1 0-33 N 10YR 4/4 Silty  Clay Loam 60% Grit and gravel 
Quartzite and granitic gravel and 
cobbles. 
 2 33-58 N 10YR 5/6 Silty Loam 20% Grit and gravel Large cobble terminates test 
STGC2 1 0-40 N 10YR 4/4 Silty  Clay Loam 20% Grit and gravel 
Some mottles of 10YR 4/5. Water 
table at 40 cmbs. 
STGC3 1 0-35 N 10YR 4/4 Silty  Clay Loam 10% Grit and gravel Water table at 40 cmbs. 
STGC4 1 0-38 N 10YR 4/4 Silty  Clay Loam 10% Grit and gravel 
Some Mottles of 10YR 4/5 sand. 
Water table. 
STGC5 1 0-50 N 7.5YR 3/4 Silty Clay 5% Grit and gravel Harder clay at terminus. 
STGC6 1 0-35 N 7.5YR 3/4 Silty  Clay Loam  Recently plowed field. 
STGC7 1 0-10 N 7.5YR 3/4 Silty Clay Loam 5% Grit and gravel Plowed field. Quartzite granitic gravel cobbles. 
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In addition to the above-described shovel tests, a single mechanical backhoe trench (BHT1), 
approximately 5 meters in length and oriented parallel to Callaway Road,  was excavated at the 
southern edge of Buffalo Creek (Figure 6). Stratum 1 of BHT1, extending from 0-40 cmbs, was 
noted to be a reddish brown (2.5YR 5/4) silty clay with a moderate amount of gravel and 
rounded cobble inclusions.  Initiating at a diffuse boundary, Stratum 2 was noted to be a reddish 
brown (2.5YR 5/4) silty clay with smaller and more granular inclusions of rounded gravel. It was 
in the lower part of this stratum, at 70—80 cmbs, that fragments of a highly deteriorated thin-
walled metal jar with evidence of exterior enameling was noted. Also noted near this depth in the 
west wall were two isolated charcoal fragments (Figure 8).  In order to further explore these 
occurrences in plan-view, sediment above this level was excavated to approximately 65 cmbs 
and then shovel scraped to 85 cmbs (Figure 9).  This widening of BHT1 yielded no additional 
charcoal or artifacts and only localized oxidation surrounding the exposed carbonized wood.  
The jar fragments contained no distinct maker’s marks or other definitively datable adornments 
making temporal assignment beyond early to late 20th Century impossible.  A direct association 
between this artifact and the charcoal staining, which could well be root-burn, is spurious at best.  
As such, these occurrences are not considered to be an archeological feature or site.  Stratum 2 
terminates at a distinct and wavy boundary, 80 cmbs.  Strata 3 was observed to be a red (2.5YR 
5/6) sandy loam. Excavations were terminated within this stratum at130 cmbs, well below the 
anticipated depths of impacts associated with the waterline installation.   
 
 
       Figure 6:  Overview of Buffalo Creek, facing west from Callaway Road.  
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       Figure 7: East wall of BHT1. Carbon and enameled jar level at bottom of  
       darker silt clay layer. 
 
 
       Figure 8: Plan view of BHT1 exposed to 80 cmbs.  
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Archeological investigations for Haskell County’s Paint Creek Water Improvements Project 
revealed no archeological sites or features greater than 50 years in age.  Based on the results of 
the current survey, it is recommended that no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 
800.16(1)) or SALs (13 TAC 26.12) will be affected by the undertaking and no further cultural 
resource investigations are recommended for the proposed project area prior to construction.  In 
the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in 
the immediate area will cease and THC archeological staff will be contacted to initiate post-
review discovery procedures.  No cultural materials were collected during the survey.  All 
project-generated notes, forms, and photographs will be curated at CAS in San Marcos, Texas. 
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